Dear Paul, 6/l/si 

The coining o. your 3s3, 5/24/81, reminds i no that I had the rest of the contents and 
this enevlope in ny desk. I've forgotten what I was holding it for. 

% impression is that the more of this unsubstantial coiispiracy theorizing there* is 
the greater the ham to ultimate crediting of any truth. Each of these thingsto which you 
are addicted, latest bifton, has fatal and irrenedial flaws, p, however attractive you 
and pthers may find individual parts, they are intanable. Tne o ly reason there has not 
been disasterous refutation by those a.le to command attention is that none is necessary 
so they avoid creating no re public discussion. 

Whole I agree with your description of Anderson's comment on 3 ("ludicrous") it is 
possible t hat ho sell! could have heard this kind of thing on countless radio talk shows. 

Just SSHIES below tou refer to Kerry '^hornley as "ho longer a reliable witness." 

When was he? Ever? 

2op of 5* "Although much has been a:;id about the mysterious Latin handing out 
literature with °swald in New Orleans," then that they don't mention Steele in the 333 bock. 

I assuuae you refer to them in the book. If it is not much copying I'd appreciate 
those pages because I can't afford the book. Also, where else, dependably, has there been 
such said about a mysterious -atin, etc. Is it possible that MB confused th ,• Japanese 
Shara with a Latin? Share is in the WDSU footage, arade into stills. 

But I have reason to believe that others were involved with Oswald. 

I’ve not seen and would appreciate #220. Presume you have Lardner story on the Stokes 
letter by now. 

1 d& not know why you seek to ridicule the Clinto witnesses. While there- are many 
questions, and you may recall that I have never made a big thing of them, they are too 
many and too different for them to have gotten together to sake that kind of thing up. 
Whatever it was, it was something, hardly an umbrella-man type of thing. 

You have two references to recently released BJ files, one under 231 referring to 
the kind of information * do not recall having seen $n them. The other is the ll/lfa/66 
Idobeier to Hankin memo, your #248, which I also don t remember. Is ITewEomb getting the 
same files I an?? Or is my memory worse than I tj ought? 

Ihder Fonzi, we are getting to some of ny worries, enunciated as far back in the 
recent past as at the N¥U gathering before HSGAwas created. 

Whether in tills Phillips is entirely on his own or is fronting for others, like 
3IA, there is no doubt that the litigation can do much to further defame all critics. 

I am without doubt that Fonzi was at best or responsible. I also see little danger of 
embarrassment to him from withheld CIA “exico information because we can t get it even if 
it reflects on -Phillips. 

Broader sppok uses are possible .like equating all criticism of CIA with this kind 
of thing and other nuttiness sad irresponsibilities relating to the assassinations. 

Two of the items on the history of the r Lifton book interest^ 259 and 263. 

Also 265, Llaiser’ snSolling Stone piece. I told Kaieer about 5Lf ton 1 sprior theories, 
including the Brown & Boot/LBJ one and the papier macho trees, etc., and necct thing 1 
knew Idfton was on the phono threatening to sue me, assuring, as sasnz usual, inaccurately, 
as is not unsual, that I've made a tape of that conversation available to Kaiser. But I did 
tell him about the tunnels as well as the papie macho trees and of the later ones involving 
£BT and Rusk and LBJ and Bulle/s, depending on the weak of Lifton's theorizing. So I'm 
interestedin what Kaiser did. Fact is that with all the time that's passed, nobody's 
mentioned it to me. She earlier Idfton theories are ancestors of the umbrella man and 
the flechette, whatever a publisher's dedication and xtssxnzn largess have done with the 
more recent one. 

Sincerely, 



